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TO IDENTIFY FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH TEACHER ATTITUDES
TOWARD EVALUATION (OF TEACHERS), A 7-ITEM ATTITUDE
QUESTIONNAIRE, CALLING FOR YES-NO RESFONSES TO EXFRESSIONS CF
FRESENT AND IDEAL PRACTICES, WAS SENT TO 8G0 RANDOMLY
SELECTED ARIZONA FUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHERS. THE 534 RESFONCENTS
WERE CATEGORIZED IN SIX WAYS--(1) WHETHER THEY RATED
THEMSELVES AS "BETTER THAN" OR "BELOW" AVERAGE TEACHERS, (2)
TENURED AGAINST NONTENURED TEACHERS, (3) MEN AGAINST WOMEN,
(4) FEMALE ELEMENTARY AGAINST FEMALE SECONDARY TEACHERS, (5)
FEMALE SECONDARY AGAINST MALE SECONDARY TEACHERS, AND (6)
THOSE IN MERIT PAY AGAINST NONMERIT FAv SCHOOL DISTRICTS. AS
HYPOTHESIZED, {(A) BETTER THAN AVERAGE AND (B) NONTENURED
TEACHERS SHOWED SIGNIFICANTLY MORE FOSITIVE ATTITUDES TCWARD
EVALUATION. ALL OTHER DIFFERENCES WERE IN THE HYFOTHESIZED
DIRECTION, BUT NOT SIGNIFICANTLY SO--(C) MEN, (D) FEMALE
SECONDARY, AS CONTRASTED WITH ELEMENTARY, TEACHERS, (E)
FEMALE, OVER MALE, SECONDARY TEACHERS, AND (F) MERIT FAY
TEACHERS SHOWED BETTER ATTITUGES. SUBSIDIARY ANALYSES SHOWED
NO DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY TEACHERS AND
GOOD AGREEMENT BETWEEN ATTITUDES TOWARD FRESENT AND IDEAL
FPRACTICES. THE FINDINGS SHOW THAT--(1) "THOSE WHO CAN SEE A
FOSSIBLE REWARD FROM EVALUATION OF THEIR TEACHING AND WHO
WISH TO COMFETE FOR THIS REWARD" FAVOR EVALUATION, (11)
ATTITUDES TOWARD EVALUATION ARE FREDICTABLE, AND (ITI) A
FEELING OF THREAT IS NOT A NECESSARY CONSEQUENCE OF
EVALUATION. \AF)
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The attitude of teachers toward evaluation of their teaching per-
formance will in some way‘influence their cepability to profit from
such evaluation, those holding favorsble attitudes toward the idea of
evaluation being more likely to profit than those holding less favor-
able or unfavorable attitudes. Evaluation, as used here, is defined
as the assigning of a value to the measured behaviors of a teacher,
\th;s measur¥ng and valuing being done by supervisory.perscnnel (as
opposed tc self-evaluation). Theoretically, evaluation should lead to
upgrading the teachers being evaluated through a process cf the superJ
vision making them more sware of their strengths and weaknesses, knowl-
edge which they will then use to improve their work. If evaluation
does play this role in the process of improving teaching performance,
the teaéher's attitude toward evaluation is of significance. Evaluation
is, of course, also used for the purpose of determining whether teachers
will be re-employed. All teachers, therefore, even though they may work
in schools where evaluation is not used s a means for improving teach-

ing compétence, have experienced evaluation of their teaching.
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I supervisors are to be effective in evaluating teachers for the
purrose of stimulating improved teachinz performsnce, it may be that
they will peed to approach those with negative attitudes toward evalu-
ation in a manner diffe:ent from the way they approach those with posi-
.tlive attitudes., Identifying casily diséernible factors which are asso-
clated with attitude toward evaluation would then help the evaluator
decide how to proceed in his work with teachers. Accordingly the ques-
tion 1s raised: Wailch teachers favor and which oppose evaluation? The
study reported here was underteken to search for factors which are asso-

ciated with teacher attitude toward evaluation.

Threat or Challenge; Competition

Possible reactions to evaluation may be said to fall along a con-
tiowun ranging from threat, a negative reaction, to challenge, a posi-
tive :eaction. Teachers who perceive evaluation ac a threat are assumed
to feel that the consequences of evaluation will most llkely be punish-
ing or unpleasant to them in some manner and/or that they have nothing
to gain from evaluation. On the other hand, teachers who perceive eval-
uetion as a challenge either believe that evaluation has potential for
reward for them or can definitely see the prospect of such reward., A
further assumption is that teachers who can be described as not wishing
to compete will be negative towards evaluation--for eveluation necessar-
1ly implies competition of some kind--while those who can be described
as coapetitive wiil be favorable.

This study attempted to determine whether teachers could be divided
into groups on the bssls of easily discernible factors assumed to be re-

lated to the threat-non ccmpetitive/challenge-competitive construct and
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thus which would differ in attituds towands evaluation. . The following

couparisions of groups were made:

(L) Teachers who rated themselves as "betier than average teachers"
against teachers who rated themselves as "average" or "below average."
It was hypothesized that the "better" group would be the more favorable
toward evaluation because these teachers would perceive evaluation as
being potentially rews:xding to them (their excellence would be recog-
nized) while the "aversge" and "below average" teachers would perceive
evaluation as either holding no reward for them or being punishing to
them (their weakness would be recognized).

(2) Teachers not on temure against teachers on tenure. Those not
on temure were hypothesized to be more favorable toward evaluation be-
cause evaluation presented an ekpected revard -- 1.e., temmre -- to
them while the temured teacher had no expectation of a reward.

(3) Men teachers against women teachers. Mén teachers were hy-
pothesized to be more favorabie to competition and thus evaluation on
the assumption that in the American cuiture men are more competitive
employees.

(h) Female secondary teachers against female elementary teachers.
The female secondary teacher has n a gense entered a man's world and
was thus hypothesizei to be a more competitive person than those who
entef the female-iominated elemeantary Tield.

(5) Female secondary teachers agaeinst male secondary teachers.

As previously stated, the female secondary teacher vas assumed to be
competitive; for a man, however, becoming a secondary teacher is enter-

ing a less competitive field than most other fields entered by men of
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ccuparable education., Female secondary teachers were thus hypothesized
to have more favorable attitudes towards evaluation.

(6) Teachers in districts which utilize merit pay plans against
teachers in districts without such plans.' Teachers in merit pay dis-
tricts are in a position to obtain a reward through eveluation which is
not available 4o teachers in other districts. Im addition, they have
chosen to teach in districts where competition through evaluation is
present. Therefore, teachers in merit pay districts were hypothesized
as more favorable.

To test whether these groups held attitudes toward evaluation which
vere different in the direction hypothesized, an sttitude questionnaire
was developed and sent to 800 randomly-selected Arizoma public school
teacusrs, representing slightly more than 5% of the state's teacher pop-
ulation. Arizona was chosen for this study in vart becsuee &f its man-
datory temure law and because it included a fairly diversified popula-
tion of schools in terms of school and community size. A return of
approximately 75% of the'qnestionnaires'was accomplished with 534 being
.usable for analysis (éome vere eliminated because the teachers had not
responded to every item),

The questionnaire consisted of two parts. The first part requested
information from the teachers which would make it possible to place them
into the groups or categories being studied. The second section was de-
signed to provide a measure of the teachef's attitude toward evaluation.
This section was developed through the panel of experts technique and

vas tested in a small pilot study. Seven questions were used to assess




attitude toward evaluation. It was believed that the use of several
questions rather than one would result in é more valld measurement of
the teacher's attitude. These questions were constructed so as to ob-
tein a response from the teacher relaetive to his Zeelings about evalu-
atlion applied to others, evaluation applied to himself, present prac-
tices of evaluation, and ideal practices. The following are the ques-
tions:

1. Is evaluvation an effective means of Improving the competence
of .a teacher?

2. Are evaluations of teachers' competence accurate?

3. Is evaluation an effective means of eliminating incompetent
teachers?

4. Should teschers be paid according to their competence as de-
termined by evaluaticn?

5. Should your teaching be evaluated each yeaxr?

6. Should your re-employment depend upon eveluation?

T. Is it pos;ible to evaluate accurately a teacher's competence?

There were two possible responses to each of these seven questions: ™
"Yes, 1n most cases" and "No, in most cases." "Yes" responses were
scored a3 ones and "no" responses as zeroes. On this basis a score was
deternined for each teacher, a score of seven indicating the most favor-
able attitude toward evaluation and one of zero the least favorable at-
titude. The analysiz of variance statis:iical technique was used to
campare the respbnses of the different groups to the attitude questions.

Table I presents the results of these asnalyses.
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Table I. A Comparison of Attitude Toward Evaluation Scores of Selected
Groups of Teachers

Groups Mean Scores  F (1,70 df)

Self-rating of "betier than average" 3.60 L .,657 .05
S21f-rating of "average" or “below

average" 3.15
Teachers not on terure 3.8%
Teachers su tenure 3.08 12.015 <.01
Male teachers 3.3 IR
Female teachers 3.30 039 \n.s.;
Female secondary teachers 3.47 k3% (n.s.)
Female elementary teachers 3.25 ) e
Female secondary teachers 347 875 (n.s.)
Male secondary teachers 3.22 ) =
Teachers in merit pay districts k.87 x
Teachers in districts without merit pay 3.29

¥F test was not possible becasuse of small wmmber of teachers employed
in merit pay districts.

Discussion of Results

Although the difference between groups was found to be statistically
significant in only two of the couwparisons, the difference was in the
direction hypothesized in each case. The explanation of those holding
favorable sttitudes toward evaluation as belng those who can see a
possible reward from evaluation of their teaching and who wish to com-
pete for this reward thus receives some support.

Several factors besides the possibility of reward may have contri-

buted to the rather large difference between the temured and non-temured




T

groups. The ron-temured teachers are most likely younger and thus may
be more energetic ard idealistic than they will be later in their ca-
reers after they are temured. Or perhaps they represent a new young

breed vho have points of view toward teaching which are different from

those of the established temured teachers. It is also possible that

the obtaining of temure does create in & teacher the feeling that he

1s in a sense above eveluation; that he should not be put on trisl in
any way to demonstrate his competence.

The difference between those who rated themselves as "better than
average" teachers and the other teachers is more to be expected than
that between the temured and non-tenured. Perbaps at least some of
those who are severe critics of evaluation and say that it can not be
done in a valid manner are really those who have slready evaluated thelr
own teaching performance as not of high quality. It sppears that those
who percei%e themselves to be strong teachers do not have as great a
fear of the inaccuracies of evaluation.

Because tenmure and self-evaluation both seemed related to attitude
toward evaluation, a further analysis was made ccmparing groups estab-
lished by combining these factors. No significant difference was found
in the attitude scores of teacher not on tenure who rated themselves as
"better than average" and those who rated themselves as “average" or
"below average" teachers. Both of these two subgroups of teachers not
on temure were more favorable toward evaluation than the two similar

- subgroups of temured teachers. The attitude toward evaluation of teach-
ers on tenure who rated themseives as "better" was found to be signifi-

cantly (.05 level) more favorable than that of those on temure who rated
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themselves as "average" or "velow average.” The subgroup which had the
least favorable attitude tcward evaluation was thus the on tenure “average"
and "below aversge" self-rating subgroup. ~This subgroup would certainly
be made up of individuals who could see the least possibility of reward
for them as the result of evaluation; some may have even tended to under-
rate themselves as a8 result of negative feelings toward competition.

Several other analyses of the data gathered in this study were made
in addition to the testing of the previocusly stated hypotheses. Attitude
towe 1 evaluation of elementary and secondary teachers was compared and
found to be the same for &ll practical parposes (mean score differed by
.011). A check was méde to determine if attitude toward present prac-
tices (1, 2, and 3 on the questionnaire) and attitude toward ideal prac-
tices (5, 6, and 7 on the questionnaire) were the same. A Spearmen
Brown religbility coefficient of .75 was found between the score for
present practices and the score for ideal practices via the one way re-
peated measures design. Analysis of variance tests comparing the six
sets of groups originally tested revealed basically the same levels of
difference whether the groups were contirasted on attitude toward present
practices, on attitude toward ideal practices, or on attitude toward
evaluation (a1l seven questions).

In some ways the question (#4) "Should teachers be paid according
to their competence as determined by evaluation" was the most severe
test of a teacher's attitude toward eveluation. To be favorable towaxd

merit pay requires much faith in the evaluation process. Comparison of
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the six sets of groups on their responses to this question alone revealed
greater differences (Chi-square test) than were found for comparisons
based on the %otal questionnaire, all of the results being in the hypoth-
esized direction.

That teachers are divided in and/or undecided about their opinions
concerning evaluation is evident from the mean score for the total group
which is sligbtly less than 3.5, the mid-score on the contimuum., While
a positive attitude does not exist, this represents perhaps a less nega-
tive gttitude than is sometimes assumed. It i1s often assumed also that
those teachers who are likely to be the most effected by evaluation (e.g.,
not on temure, under merit pay) will be most threatened by it and hostile
toward it. The evidence presented here does not support that observation
but rather supports the view that s feeliné of threat is not necessarily
& result of the evaluastion having & consequence for the teacher being

evaluated.

ImplicatiogE

Major implications of this study are:. (1) It 1s possible to iden-
tify groups of teachers on the basis of easlly discernible factors which
nold attitudes toward evaluation which are different from other groups
in a predictable direction. While there will undoubtodly be considerable
differences in attitude among the individuals within a group, further re-

Tinement of this approach may provide a tool for the superviser to use in

rormulating his techrique for working with various teachers. {2) Teachers

who can see the possibility of gaining some reward through evsluation are

wore favorable towards it and thus are essumed to be more likely to improve
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moval of any reward possibility.
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